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Abstract Cognitive linguistics posits that metaphor is the primary
cognitive technique employed for storing and categorizing knowledge
about the surrounding world. This study examines the representation
issues of Nurpeisov’s cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path” of the
novel “Songy Paryz” in its direct translation (DT) into Russian and
mediated translation (MT) into English. The study objective is to identify
the ways of cognitive interpretation and verbal representation of the
authorial metaphor in diversely structured languages. A comparative
analysis of the texts permitted an exploration of the linguistic, cultural,
and cognitive representations of the world pictures in Kazakh, Russian,
and English linguistic cultures. This established the equivalence of
linguistic units verbalizing metaphors, identified the frame-element
structure of the original cognitive metaphor and its representation in
translated texts, and evaluated the challenges of translating the cognitive
metaphor and the suitability of its transfer into other languages. The
analysis demonstrated that the authorial cognitive metaphor was
conveyed with greater accuracy in DT than in MT.
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1. Introduction

and the psychology of the people. The most common metaphors, due

to their familiarity, set a specific “conceptual field” that affects the
perception and reaction of native speakers to reality (Kiseleva et al., 2022).
Hence, in cognitive linguistics, metaphor is characterized as a basic
technique of cognition and nomination of real-world objects as a tool for
generating new meanings and creating artistic images. Lakoff and Johnson
(1980, p. 4) posit that “metaphor is pervasive in everyday life, not just in
language but in thought and action”. They argue that “our ordinary conceptual
system, in terms of which we both think and act, is fundamentally
metaphorical in nature” (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980, p. 8).

I anguage reflects historical memory, the national mindset, culture,
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According to cognitive metaphor theory (CMT), metaphorization is based on the interaction between
the structures of the source and target domains. One-sided metaphorical mapping, as elucidated by
Budaev and Chudinov (2013), results in the structuring of the conceptual target domain by elements
derived from the source domain. This phenomenon, they argue, represents the essence of the cognitive
potential of metaphor. Lunkova and Pavlova (2018, p. 905) observe that “many metaphors, especially
cognitive metaphors, are culturally bound”, which can result in the misreading of the source text by
the recipient. As the authors assert, the interpretation of metaphorical units necessitates a comparison
between the source and target texts. In such a comparison, the target text should be regarded as the
result of intercultural communication and the representation of foreign language culture in the
recipient’s mind.

The paper aims to identify the methods of cognitive interpretation and verbal representation of the
original cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path” as presented in Nurpeisov’s (1999) novel “Songy
paryz.” This is achieved by comparing the source text (ST) with the direct translation (DT) by Belger
and Kim (2002) into Russian and the mediated translation (MT) by Fitzpatrick (2013) into English. A
cognitive metaphor represents not only a linguistic world picture but also a cognitive picture
describing the way of thinking, worldview, and world understanding of the culture. As such, cognitive
metaphor contributes to the study of the interaction between language, thinking, and culture. In order
to achieve the goal, the following tasks must be completed: select fragments containing the lexeme
“footprint” from the ST, DT, and MT; conduct a comparative analysis of the contexts of functioning
of the cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path”; compare linguistic, cultural, and cognitive world
pictures of Kazakh, Russian, and English linguistic cultures; determine the equivalence of linguistic
units verbalizing metaphor in the three languages; examine the difficulties of metaphor translation,
and assess the adequacy of its transfer into DT and MT. The image of footprints in the novel is
essential, as the author endows it with anthropomorphic abilities. Footprints personify the
protagonist’s life path, revealing his character, feelings, and experiences. Consequently, our work is
based on studying the authorial cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path”, its cognitive interpretation,
and its verbal representation in direct and indirect translations. The corresponding Nurpeisov’s
original cognitive metaphor “footstep is life path” in DT and MT is achieved by identifying and
comparing the frame-element structure of the metaphor. This study allows us to explore the national,
linguistic, and cognitive pictures of the world, shedding light on how individuals from three different
languages perceive reality.

2. Theoretical Framework

The fundamental processes of cognitive science research include perception, categorization,
classification, comprehending the world, and the representation and storage of knowledge. These
cognitive processes are intertwined with cognitive metaphor through the analogical thinking process.
Cognitive metaphor posits that individuals utilize more familiar concepts and images to describe and
comprehend less familiar or abstract phenomena. In this context, categorizing or comprehending new
information involves the use of metaphors to structure and integrate it into one’s existing knowledge.
Metaphors facilitate the understanding and assimilation of information, as they render abstract or plex
concepts more accessible and ensure subsequent memorization and storage (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980).

It is important to note that Western researchers employ the term “cognitive metaphor” to describe the
process of metaphorization. In the post-Soviet space, however, the term “metaphorical model” is
employed in the works of Baranov and Karaulov (1991), Baranov (1994), Chudinov (2003), and
Budaev and Chudinov (2013). In addition, there are several other terms for this concept, including
“cognitive model”, “conceptual metaphor”, “metaphor model” (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), and
“lexical-semantic derivation model” or metaphorization (Kudryavtseva, 1993). We assume that this
discrepancy in terms may be related to the methodology and research methods employed by a
particular scientific school.

Once the terms have been defined, it is necessary to review the contributions of scientists who have
investigated conceptual metaphors. The study by Lakoff and Johnson (1980) marks the inception of
the theory of conceptual metaphor, which posits that metaphor is a cognitive mechanism. Lakoff and



Kovecses (1987) conclude that the majority of conceptual metaphors can be mapped onto specific
parts of a prototype scenario. They argue that the prototypical model is central to the categories of
cognitive models, and that different metaphors are variants of a common prototypical model, sharing
a certain degree of family resemblance with each other. The conceptual integration theory proposed
by Turner and Fauconnier (1995) posits a model of conceptual projection encompassing four or more
mental spaces, diverging from the two-domain model previously proposed by Lakoff and Johnson’s
(1980) theory of conceptual metaphor. Consequently, conceptual integration theory has broadened the
scope of investigating the intricate cognitive processes underlying metaphorical thinking. Fauconnier
and Turner (1998) argue that a conceptual integration theory is necessary to adequately characterize
mental projection. The authors contend that existing models of cross-space mapping do not fully
explain the data and emphasize the importance of conceptual integration, which is often overlooked.
Breitman et al. (2007) argue that metaphor involves analogy mappings between domains, which
facilitate conceptual modeling by reinterpreting familiar models in new contexts. They advocate for a
database schema discipline that leverages analogy mappings to reuse conceptual models® structures
and constraints. Skrebtsova (2000) identifies two promising directions in the study of cognitive
linguistics: connectionism and the neural theory of language. Connectionism is an attempt to model
the activity of the human brain with the help of neural networks. The neural theory of language is
implemented in the creation of artificial intelligence systems that simulate the physiological activity
of the human brain. Kobozeva (2002) proposes a representation of a concrete metaphor in the form of
two “tuples”: a tuple of significative descriptors and a tuple of denotative descriptors, which are in an
element-by-element correspondence. The realization of this idea presupposes the development of
certain meta-linguistic agreements. The author posits that this approach to metaphor representation
reflects the systemic nature of the metaphorization process. Additionally, it avoids imposing a single,
definitive interpretation of the metaphor, while still imposing reasonable restrictions on the variability
of the latter. Baranov (2003) bases his research on political discourse and posits that the study of
metaphor reveals that a significant portion of metaphors are not expressed individually but rather
collectively within a single metaphorical expression. In his review, Budaev (2007) highlights the
preeminent position of the cognitive approach to the analysis of metaphor in modern metaphorology.
At the same time, the author acknowledges the controversial nature of many aspects of the theory of
conceptual metaphor, which has led to active research in numerous scientific fields and disciplines,
providing new insights that have shaped the evolution of the field within different methodological
frameworks. Budaev and Chudinov (2008) identify two scientific fields — political linguistics and
modern metaphor theory — that have played a significant role in the emergence and development of
political metaphorology. The authors argue that in modern political metaphorology, two leading
concepts — cognitive and rhetorical — have been duly acknowledged, contributing to the successful
advancement of political metaphorology. In modern science, the methods of studying political
metaphors within the framework of national, functional (institutional and mass-media), historical, and
personal discourse have been widely recognized. Comparative studies occupy a significant place
within this direction. In contrast, the methods of studying political metaphors in terms of identifying
basic cognitive structures, determining gender specificity, and studying the place of metaphors in non-
verbal and creolized communication have received somewhat less recognition. Chudinov (2013) notes
that political linguistics is one of the most intensively developing areas of modern Russian philology.
This is explained by the increasing interest of society in the use of language in the sphere of political
communication. The author’s conclusion is that a comparative cognitive-discursive study of
metaphorical models used in the political discourse of different countries allows for the distinction of
national and universal features of metaphorical thinking, the differentiation of phenomena related to
the language in which the text is created, and the differentiation of phenomena dependent on national
mentality, socio-historical factors, and specific political situations. Strelnikova (2015) draws upon
data from research in the fields of social psychology and linguistics to support the thesis that
metaphors influence the perception of the recipient. At the same time, she identifies the place of
family metaphor among metaphors and its pragmatic potential in political rhetoric.

A significant number of scholars from Kazakhstan have conducted research on metaphors as an object
of study. These include comparative research in the field of political metaphor (Trichik, 2014,
Zhunussova et al., 2023), the field of zoomorphic model of metaphorization (Temirgazina, 2017),
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peculiarities and difficulties of metaphor translation (Aizhan et al., 2021; Toleubayeva et al., 2017),
metaphorical explication of the specific concepts (Rakymzhan et al., 2022; Seliverstova &
Zhunussova, 2018). Russian scientists have conducted research on this topic, including investigations
into the use of metaphors in political discourse (Chudinov, 2001; Dyatlova & Pavlova, 2017), certain
concepts in the context of the novel (Trynkova, 2008), metaphorical modeling of non-spatial spheres
in modern English (Shamne & Yanina, 2014), metaphorical models as an object of modern linguistic
research (Segal, 2017), and somatic metaphors (Shekhovskaya & Peretyatko, 2019). In recent years,
there has been a discernible trend among Kazakhstani scholars in the growth of research on cognitive
metaphors based on literary works.

The role of cultural aspects in translating the authorial cognitive metaphor is a topic of significant
interest. It is understood that a cognitive metaphor reflects the author’s worldview, which originates
from the cultural environment in which his views and attitudes toward the world are formed. He
(2017) posits that metaphors derive their associative meanings from a multitude of sources, including
native literature, local customs, religions, worldviews, folk beliefs, senses of value, modes of
thinking, and other cultural elements. These sources of meaning may vary in their distinctiveness and
overlap in different cultural contexts. Consequently, translating culturally specific metaphors in a way
that is both equivalent and adequate is one of the most challenging tasks for translators.

The following works are dedicated to the examination of metaphor translation in fiction.
Kunilovskaya and Korovodina (2010) examine the methods of preserving imagery in the translation
of authorial and common metaphors. Burmakova and Marugina (2014) employ a cognitive approach
to investigate metaphor translation. Shalimova and Shalimova (2020) examine Newmark’s strategies
and techniques of metaphor translation in Stephen King's works. The following works are devoted to
the study of metaphor translation from a cultural perspective. Hasar et al. (2013) investigate the
relationship between metaphors and cultural patterns in the context of translation. He (2017) asserts
that culture plays an indispensable role in metaphor comprehension and translation. Zahid (2019)
proposes a model that transcends cultural boundaries in translation, thereby guaranteeing the retention
of metaphorical strength and functionality in the target language from English literature into Arabic.

A comparative analysis of the cognitive metaphor translation allows us to identify similarities and
differences in the perception of images of the world in a particular cultural society. Translating fiction
is one of the most challenging types of translation, due to the necessity of conveying the imagery and
cultural nuances of linguistic expressions. In our study, translating the authorial cognitive metaphor
on the material of a work of fiction is further complicated because the mediated translation into
English is made indirectly from the Russian translation of the novel. It is also aimed to consider the
definitions of conceptual metaphor and metaphorical model. Kévecses and Benczes (2002, p. 4)
define conceptual metaphor from the perspective of cognitive linguistics as “the understanding of one
conceptual domain in terms of another conceptual domain”. In accordance with Chudinov’s definition, a
metaphorical model is “an existing or emerging in the consciousness of a native speaker of a language
a scheme of connection between conceptual domains, which can represent a certain formula X is Y”
(Chudinov, 2003, p. 70). Therefore, there is a considerable overlap between the two definitions.

In order to describe a metaphorical model, Chudinov (2003) proposes that it is necessary to identify
and characterize the following features: 1) The source domain, which encompasses the non-
metaphorical meanings of units covered by the model, namely words in their primary meaning; 2) The
target domain, which includes the metaphorical meanings of the units covered by the model, namely
words in their secondary meaning; 3) Frames related to this model. Each of these is understood as a
fragment of the naive linguistic picture of the world, which structures the source domain; 4) The
typical frame elements constituting each frame, as well as the underlying concepts that form the frame
elements; 5) A component linking the primary and metaphoric meanings of the units covered by this
model, i.e., the features that allow for the metaphorical rapprochement of both domains; 6) The
discursive characteristics of the model, which pertain to the evaluation of the impact of the
corresponding metaphors on the addressee; 7) The model productivity, which refers to its deployment
ability and typical deployment directions in text and discourse. Additionally, it is also possible to
calculate the frequency of use of the corresponding metaphor models and compare the frequency of



different models by taking into account stylistic, genre, and other text features. These will form the
basis of our study of the cognitive metaphor “footstep is life path”.

This paper considers the cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path ”. The authorial cognitive metaphor
study allows us to examine the specifics of national and linguistic pictures of the world to reveal the
peculiarities of perception, interpretation, and representation of the metaphor in question by
translators of direct and mediated texts. The selection of a specific cognitive metaphor is influenced
by the fact that the narrative begins and concludes with the protagonist’s reflections on his footprints,
which symbolize his life trajectory and the challenges he has encountered along the way. Nurpeisov
repeatedly returns to the description of footprints left on the snow-covered ice. The footprints serve as
a direct reference to the protagonist’s recollections of his life experiences. In the novel, the footprints
are personified while being viewed in isolation from the protagonist. When Zhadiger looks at his
footprints, he is presented with a visual representation of his life journey, including all the experiences
that have influenced his destiny. This allows him to reflect on the meaning and purpose of life, his
destiny, and the destiny of all humanity. Therefore, footprints become one of the main domains of the
cognitive metaphor we are considering.

To begin with, let us consider the definitions of the lexeme “footprint” in the explanatory dictionaries
of the three languages. The Explanatory Dictionary of the Kazakh Language (Qazaq Tilinin
Tusindirme S6zdigi, n.d.) presents the following definition: “i3” - a footprint of a man or an animal
left on the surface. Ozhegov Explanatory Dictionary of the Russian Language (Tolkovyi Slovar
Russkogo lazyka Ozhegova, n.d.) defines “cnen” as the imprint of something on some surface or the
streak left by the movement of something, for instance, footprints in the sand. Thus, in the two
dictionaries, the basic definition of a footprint is that it is a footprint on some surface. In the English
translation, Fitzpatrick employs two distinct lexical units to denote footprints: “tracks,” denoting the
marks left on the ground by a person, animal, or vehicle (Cambridge Dictionary, n.d.), and “footprint”,
signifying a mark made by a foot or shoe (Cambridge Dictionary, n.d.). As can be observed, the
interpretation of the term “footprint” is consistent between the author and the translators.

It is of particular importance to consider the peculiarities of linguistic conceptualization and
categorization when solving difficulties related to metaphor translation. Comparative studies of
metaphorical conceptualizations allow us to reveal the national-cultural specificity of the picture of
the world. During translation, metaphor undergoes three main transformation types: 1) remetaphori-
zation; 2) neutralization; 3) demetaphorization. In the case of remetaphorization, the translator actualizes
the original metaphorical meanings, recreating the pragmatic effect and activating images close to the
host culture recipients. Neutralization is the formal preservation of metaphor, where the morphological
level is preserved and the pragmatic effect of the text is weakened. Demetaphorization occurs when
there is no similar metaphor in the target language, and the expression is conveyed by words in the
direct meaning. Concurrently, Shatalov presents instances of zero equivalence, which suggests the
intentional or unintentional omission of metaphors from the original text in the target text (Shatalov, 2007).

In addition to the classification of translation transformations, we were guided by the metaphor
translation types proposed by Deignan, Gabrys, and Solska. The first type is an analogous conceptual
metaphor and its equivalent linguistic expression. This type of translation implies a full
correspondence between the original metaphor and its translation. In contrast, the second type
involves a similar conceptual metaphor and a different linguistic expression, but there is a lexical
replacement of the expression. The third type is the use of a different conceptual metaphor. This
occurs when the original metaphor is represented by another one in the target language. Finally, the
fourth type involves words and expressions with similar direct meanings but different metaphorical
meanings (Yakovenko & Shakhalieva, 2021).

3. Methodology
3.1. Materials

The empirical basis for this study was the 1999 novel Songy Paryz by Kazakh writer Abdi-Jamil
Nurpeisov and its translations. In 2002, Kim and Belger produced a direct translation into Russian.
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This work was subsequently awarded the Sholokhov Prize and translated into numerous other
languages. In 2013, an English version of the novel was published, indirectly translated from Russian
by the American translator Fitzpatrick. The book details the ecological disaster, the drying up of the
Aral Sea, the plight of the fishing village, and the fate of the main characters: Zhadiger, Azim, and
Bakizat. This article compares the texts of the direct and mediated translations of the Kazakh novel
“Songy Paryz”.

The selection of the empirical material for the study was based on Nurpeisov’s novel “Songy Paryz”
and its translations. This choice was justified by the prevalence of cognitive metaphors in the author’s
style, which provided an opportunity to comprehend the figurative and stylistic system and reveal the
cultural, linguistic, and cognitive worldview of the author. The research focuses on the identification
of the ways in which the authorial metaphor “footprint is life path” is interpreted and represented
verbally in diversly structured languages. By comparing the texts of the novel and its translations, it is
possible to determine the equivalence of linguistic units by identifying the frame-element structure of
the original metaphor. This allows us to evaluate the difficulties of translation and the adequacy of its
transfer into other languages.

3.2. Procedure

To conduct a complex method, authors employed the continuous sampling of metaphors containing
the cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path” in the ST, DT, and MT, along with contextual,
definitional, and comparative analyses. The contextual analysis revealed the implicit content of the
concept and Nurpeisov’s picture of the world. Contextual analysis encompasses the study of not only
textual elements, but also those that extend beyond the boundaries of the literary work itself (Brown
& Yule, 2000, p. 27). These include the author’s biographical context, worldview, psychology,
creative era, and cultural milieu. By considering these factors in conjunction, a comprehensive and
nuanced understanding of the novel’s pragmatic elements can be achieved. Nurpeisov describes the
native village and the ecological disaster that befell it in the 1970s. The protagonist’s life is
inextricably linked to his experiences of the catastrophic drying up of the Aral Sea. At the same time,
the novel critiques the shallowness of human souls, which prioritize worldly goods over moral
gualities, honor, conscience, and duty to nature, fatherland, and humanity. The traces, which
symbolize the protagonist’s life path, illustrate the past, present, and future of individuals involved in
natural catastrophes in pursuit of mercantile desires. These traces demonstrate that thoughtless actions
have consequences, as evidenced by the case of the Aral Sea.

Regarding definitional analysis, it permitted the identification of similarities and differences in the
lexical-semantic meaning of the lexemes “i3” in Kazakh, “ciien” in Russian, and “footprint” in English.
The comparison of the definitions of the word “footprint” in three languages has revealed a conver-
gence in the interpretation of the source domain of cognitive metaphor by the author and translators.

The comparative analysis of the frame-element structure of the author’s cognitive metaphor
demonstrated how it is represented in the translated texts and determined the equivalence. A
comparative study is contingent upon defining specific national elements within the metaphorical
system in the novel Songy Paryz, studying the characteristics of the authorial style, and determining
the original cognitive metaphor representation in the translated texts.

4. Results

In order to ascertain the adequacy of transferring the cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path” in
translation, we conducted a comparative analysis of the metaphorical units of the ST, DT, and MT.
During the complex analysis of the original text, we identified the frame-element structure of the
source domain “footprint”, which consisted of 15 frames and 32 corresponding elements. However,
for the purposes of this article, we limited our analysis to a selected number of them.

4.1. Frame: Protagonist’s Temper; Frame Elements: Indecisive, Furious, Haggard, Obedient

The lexeme cou6wip [Sylbyr] is defined as sluggish and inert. For example, coui6eip adam [Sylbyr
adam] means a sluggish person. Thus, ceuibwbp i3i [Sylbyr izi] denotes sluggish, dragging footprints.



The metaphor ceirbwbip i3 in translations retains the metaphorical image, neposnuie, mazyuue cneodvt
[nerovnye tyaguchiye sledy] in DT, and uncertain, dragging traces in MT. Consequently, the
translated texts reproduce a similar conceptual metaphor.

According to the source text, Zhadiger does not recognize his footprints. Furthermore, the author
considers the footprints separately from the hero himself and compares them with each other. This is
evident from the following excerpt: wybanayoasan cinby iz ... wupwievin, apwi-6epi advipayoaca oa,
axwipul 0 0a cyadepi Kypuin, aiacipen, aseviHvly acmoiia dicvievlioinmosr (Only the listless footprints
dragging behind you, which lay powerless under your feet).

In this fragment, the footprints exhibit a number of characteristics, including wupeizy [shirygu],
which can be translated as “to become enraged, hardened in a figurative sense”. Another notable
quality is aowipanoay [adyrandau], which can be interpreted as “to cocksure, giggle; to show
ostentatious bravery”. Additionally, the footprints display cyznoepi xypy [sulderi kuru], which can be
understood as “to become exhausted”. Another noteworthy quality is axcipey [alsireu], which can be
translated as “to become weak, exhausted”. Finally, the footprints exhibit orcorzeiry [zhygylu], which
can be interpreted as “to fall, in a figurative sense — to be defeated, to submit”. Nurpeisov describes
the exhausted footprints lying submissively under Zhadiger’s feet. This attribution of anthro-
pomorphic features to inanimate footprints is indicative of the author’s peculiarity of the isolated
depiction of the character and his footprints. In the MT, the translator does not convey all the
characteristics of the footprints, in particular, the tiredness of the footprints. This may be due to the
translator’s desire to facilitate the perception of the text by the target audience. Consequently, the
adequacy of frame-element structure adaptation in direct and mediated translations is achieved due to
the equivalence of the linguistic expression of the original metaphor in the DT and the linguistic
transformation in the MT so that the original metaphor remains understandable for the recipients of
both linguistic cultures (Table 1).

Table 1
Representation of the Frame Describing Protagonist’s Temper Reflected in the Footprints, and the Appropriate
Frame Elements in DT and MT

Source text Direct translation Mediated translation
¥3bIH Kapa Kicl i3iHeH a1l ke3 BBICOKHI TEMHOJIMKUI YEJIOBEK BCE You, now a tall, dark-faced man,
QITFaH 7KOK; Ha3apBIH TIKTEN, i3iHe | elle He OTPLIBAI IJIa3 OT CBOMX cannot tear your gaze away from
KaparaH cailblH ©31H-031 TAHBIMAW | CJIE/IOB; U YeM NpPHUCTAIbHEN your footprints. And the harder
Kaubin Typ. Uo, Oyt OypeiH BIJISIIBIBAJICSL OH B 3TH CJIEIBI, TEM you stared at these tracks, the
OyHmait emec exi; 131 e 6acka efi; | GoJblie He MPU3HABAI B HUX CeOst — more you do not recognize your
QSIFBIH CYHMPETIN GacaThlH KITITTIH | MPEXKHETO; 1a, IPeX /e OH ObLT He former self in them. Yes, you
coLIbbIP (30 CORLIHOA WYOANanyOan | TaKUM: U bl ObUIHA Y HErO were different then and had
arcamywsl eoi,; an OyriH OyraH JPYTHMU; a Belb OOBIYHO XOIUII OH, different tracks. You used to
GipaeHe kepiHi; acipece oHe 6ip | 4yTh mpuBONAaKuMBas HOTy, octaisis | walk dragging your foot a bit,
TYCTa asiFbIH aplaH-Taphan 3a co00ii HeyeepenHble, mazyuue leaving uncertain, dragging

0ackaH a/lybIH KUMbLIIA KaH (A cedwl; a CErofHs ¢ HUM siBHO uro-T0 | tracks, but today, something had
Jia Oip JKaHbIH OPTEreH ananar bi3a | ciaydmnock. Ocobenno, cmotpu, Bon | clearly shaken you. Look! Over

6ap ma? Tek coHbIH/A B TOM Me€CTe, I'JI€ LIarail Thl there, where you stepped boldly,
wybarandazan cinby iz oHe Oip pa3marucro, 6erieHo, OyATo rHa crazily, as if some unchecked
TYCTa QNJEHETE WUUPbISbIN, IPI- TeOS corcueasuiuil Oyuty HeKuil furious anger drove you,

bepi aovipanoaca 0a, aKkbIPbIHOA 0 | 6e3Y0ePIHCHBLI HeUCMOBbLIL 2Hed, HO burning your soul since

0a cyndepi Kypoin, aacipen, 4yeM OblTa BBI3BaHa 3Ta spocTh? <...> | morning. <...> only the listless
ASALIHLIY ACMBIHA HCHIELLILIANbL JIMIIL BOJIOYAIIHECS 3a TOOOH, footprints dragging behind you,
(Nurpeisov, 1999, p. 12). HarHETAIOIIKE YHBIHKE, 6s1bie meou | Which lay powerless under your

cneowl; XOTh U 83vapuaucy Bod B Tom | feet (Nurpeisov, 2013, p. 19).
MeCTe, HO ¥ OHH BCKOpE
VMUXOMUPULUCY, 0beccuneny u
NOKOPHO Jie2nu mede npsmo noo Ho2u

(Nurpeisov, 2002, p. 12).
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4.2. Frame: Causes of Misfortune/Failure; Frame Element: Finding the Culprit

In this fragment, the protagonist assesses his footprints as the source of his misfortune. Consequently,
the footprints evoke feelings of wounded ego and anger, which the author conveys through the
metaphor wamwsina muro [Shamyna tiyu], meaning to arouse anger, insult, or prick. This metaphor has
undergone a process of remetaphorization in translations. In the DT, the metaphor is presented as
pricking the ego (sadesarom u meoe camonobue) [zadevayut tvoyo samolyubiye], while in the MT the
translator used the synonym to prick both you and your pride, which is also in line with the author’s
intention.

The DT adds a metaphorical expression describing the imprints: omnevamxu meoux neyoau, mozywue
sbi36amv yHbiHue y ko2o yeoowo [otpechatki tvoih neudach, moguschiye vyzvat’ unyniye u kogo
ugodno] (the imprints of your failures, which can cause anyone to feel despondent), which does not
distort the author’s intention but gives the translation fragment more expressiveness. This addition is
absent in the MT.

Additionally, we observed an inconsistency in the narrative style in the following sentence. The
protagonist ponders why individuals often attribute blame to others or external factors. This theme is
reflected in the ST, where the phrase “6acwsindazer 6ap naneni ... izoen kopemini ne?” (basyndagy bar
paleni ... izden koretini ne?) is used. The equivalent description is employed in the DT “nouemy, ¢
KaKou cmamu UHULLb 80 6cex bedax He C80U HeCHOCHbIU xapakmep, a noblmaeulbCs CNUXH)Yms 6ce Ha
ceou creowr?” (Why, why on earth are you blaming all the troubles not on your obnoxious character,
but trying to push everything on your tracks?), where the protagonist questions why they are held
responsible for all misdeeds and asks themselves whether they should take responsibility for their
actions. However, the MT omits this description. Consequently, the MT does not reflect the original
frame element (Table 2).

Table 2
Representation of the Frame “Describing Causes of Misfortune/Failure;” and the Appropriate Frame Element
“Finding the Culprit” in DT and MT

Source text Direct translation Mediated translation
Kim 6incin, BokuzarTeiy Kak 3HaTh, OBITH MOKET, 3TH Bsjble caensl, | Those listless tracks that
KYHKECIH KYPTHIN OITKEH MBIHA | Omneuamku meoux Heyoau, Mo2yuwue constantly irritated
CBUIOBIP i3 OYriH OYHBIH j1a 8b136aMb YHBIHUE Y KO20 Y200HO, BEYHO Bakizat, why is it, one
WAMbIHQ MUIn, OIIH KIMHEH paznpaxasiuue bakuzar, ceromns sadesaiom | wonders, that they prick
anapeiH Oinmedt Typ Ma? ... MiHe, | u meoe camoniobue, IpyKOK, U Thl HE both you and your pride
Oy nta 6acwinoazwl 6ap nanemi 3Haelllb, Hd KOM BBIMECTHTh CBOIO IPOCTH? today? And you stand and
o31iHeH, 631H1H 00bII 00JIFaH ... BOT 1 THI.. ., a TBI, nouemy, ¢ Kakoi don’t know on whom to
0OMEBICEIHAH KopMeii, anaedip cmamu 8UHULDb 80 8cex Dedax He 801 unleash your fury
i30en kopemini ne? (NUrpeisov, HeCHOCHbIIL XapaKkmep, a nblmaeulbcst (Nurpeisov, 2013, p. 21).
1999, p. 13-14). cnuxnyms 6ce Ha ceou ceowvt? (NUrpeisov,

2002, p. 13-14).

4.3. Frame Footprints — Dogs; Frame Elements: Stray, Homeless

9 <e

The fragment employs the verbs “Typeren”, “narein’”, and ‘“>xenenerinaeit” in the ST and “BckunyTCs
U TOTpycart, pazoeryres’” in the DT. It is noteworthy that the translator uses equivalent lexemes of the
Russian language, and the image conveyed by the author is succinctly conveyed within the context of
the Russian language. The metaphorical image of footprints, compared to the image of homeless,
stray dogs, is adequately conveyed in the DT. The original image is preserved in the DT by replacing
the original metaphor with a similar conceptual metaphor and its equivalent linguistic expression.
However, the fragment is eliminated in the MT, indicating zero equivalence. Thus, the original
metaphor is not conveyed in the English text, as shown in (Table 3).



Table 3

Representation of the Frame “Footprints - Dogs” and the Appropriate Frame Elements “Stray, Homeless” in
DT and MT

Source text Direct translation Mediated translation

¥3BIH Kapa Kici coi Ko3raica a Translation is omitted.
maban acmuiHoa JHcamKan
coLI0bIP Heme KA3Ip-aK cynoepin
Komepe mypezen, OYpaiKbl
ummetl 6emi ay2an HCaKKa 1agoin
CYMNeH-CyMneH WoKbima
aconeneminoei (Nurpeisov, 1999,
p. 13).

... CTpaHHO, Te0e MoYeMy-TO
Ka)KeTCsl: CTOUT celuac 4yTh
BCKOJIBIXHYTBCS, Uy Th
OTTOJIKHYTHCS HOTOM OT 3€MIIH, - U
3TH MB0U C1edbl Modice 80pye
BCKUHYMCA U NOMPYCAM,
pasbe2ymcsi, C106HO 6e300MHble
b6poosiuue ncwl, 602 secms Kyoa
(Nurpeisov, 2002, p. 13).

4.4. Frame: Last Steps; Frame Element: End of Life Journey

Nurpeisov imbues the image of traces with a human quality, endowing it with the capacity to speak.
This quality manifests itself in the translations. The hero strives to understand the significance of the
footprints. The author employs common vocabulary, which is metaphorized in the DT, and thus
acquires the image of talking traces “zosopswue cneowr” (articulate footprints). We observe an
identical translation transformation in the MT.

In the Kazakh translation, “mumsixkmay” (tityktau) means “to exhaust”, and “zopwiey” (zorygu) means
1) to overwork, 2) to overexert oneself, 3) to be on one’s last legs (about a horse). The author
correlates the images of traces with the exhausted horse, using the lexeme “xenix,” (kolik) which
means a vehicle. The interchange of lexemes “transport” and “horse” is understandable to the Kazakh
reader, as the horse has been an integral part of the nomadic life of Kazakhs for centuries. The
translators use the concretization “xonp (kon’) = horse” to avoid distorted perception of the
metaphorical image. Furthermore, the author correlates traces with the end of life’s journey. Zhadiger
senses his imminent demise and ponders whether this place is his final destination. This fragment is
adequately represented in the translations.

The translators employed the cognitive metaphor “footprint - life journey” by utilizing the lexical
complement “He3amawruBas,” (nezadachlivaya) thereby reinforcing the figurative portrayal of the
character’s unfortunate life. Consequently, the translators were successful in retaining the original
metaphorical images while conveying them through the use of concretization and addition (Table 4).

Table 4
Representation of the Frame “Last Steps” and the Appropriate Frame Elements: “End of Life Journey” in DT
and MT

Source text

Direct translation

Mediated translation

MeiHa i3 He geiini, oif? MeiHAY
KYIBI )KapbIM JKOJIFa )KETKEH/Ie
MAaKbLM ACMblHOA MUMbIKMAn
30pbIKKAH KoiKkmell Cyi0epin
cyupemin Ken, aseblHOagwl Kapa
emikke bacvim cylietl
Jrcvievlazan oa, xanain? Kypimi
Oimin, JHConbl MAYCOLILIN
MUMbIKMan moKmazau Hepi
ocwl boneanwvt ma? (NUrpeisov,
1999, p. 16).

O 49eM pacckaszvieaom smu 2080psuue
cnedwi? Heyxenun o kone, KOTOPBIH, HE
MIPOCKaKaB TOJIOBUHEI ITyTH, 00eCCHIIeT
BIIPYT, 8b100XCs1 HOO BCAOHUKOM U
DYXHYIL NPAMO K €20 HO2aM,
OOMAHYBUIUCH U3 NOCTEOHUX CUTL 00
msdicenvix puloayxux canoz? BeIxoaur,
4TO 3]I€Ch, B ITOM MECTE 3a8ePULUNCS U

000pBemcs meost He3a0aUAUBAS HCUHL?
(Nurpeisov, 2002, p. 16).

What were these articulate
footprints telling you? Was it
about the horse, which suddenly
lost strength, exhausted under
the rider, and sinking, stretching
with its last strength under your
heavy fishermen’s boots? \Was it
that here your unfortunate life
would end and break off?
(Nurpeisov, 2013, p. 23).




| A. Alzhanova et al./ International Journal of Society, Culture, & Language, 12(3), 2024 ISSN 2329-2210 |

4.5. Frame: Faulty Traces - Faulty Deeds; Frame element: Reflection of Essence and Deeds in
Traces

Once more, the author animates the footprints, metaphorically bestowing upon them the ability to
speak. The hero then poses the question of what the footprints are telling him. However, this question
is omitted from both translations. The reason for this is that it is repeated in the original, and it is
probable that the translator decided not to allow repetition in the DT, which, in our opinion, is not
critical. The translator of the MT repeats the same technique following the DT text. In addition, the
protagonist is curious about whether a person who has not repaired their footprints can repair their
circumstances. That is to say, traces reflect the essence of a person and their actions. Consequently,
the translators have effectively conveyed the author’s intention through periphrasis and changes in
sentence structure. The original metaphorical expression has been demetaphorized in the DT and MT,
which has subsequently affected the mismatch of frames, as demonstrated in (Table 5).

Table 5
Representation of the Frame “Faulty Traces - Faulty Deeds” and the Appropriate Frame Element: “Reflection
of Essence and Deeds in Traces” in DT and MT

Source text Direct translation Mediated translation
Anbip-ail, TipiikTe i3i oyaimazan | Heyxenu u BOpsSMb CyIIECTBYET Does there really exist some fatal
aoammuwiy ici Oe HEKas pamanbHAsL C653b MEAHCOY connection between a person’s
oneapuvLIMatimuiibl Ma? MpiHa credamu Yeno8exd u e2o footprints and their essence? Look
i3re Kapaml. Kyz ne oen myp? cywHocmoio? Bot mormsaau-xa ... at that ... (Nurpeisov, 2013, p.
(Nurpeisov, 1999, p. 161). (Nurpeisov, 2002, p. 159). 196).
5. Discussion

The objective of the research was to identify the ways of cognitive interpretation and the verbal
representation of the cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path” in translations. The cognitive
approach to the study of metaphor involves considering it in close connection with the culture in
which it originated and functions, as it reflects human experience and its view of the world around us.
Lakoff and Johnson (1980, p. 58) posit that “all experience is cultural through and through, that we
experience our "world" in such a way that our culture is already present in the very experience itself”.
The same concepts that constitute a metaphor may be understood differently in different cultures,
which can complicate the process of their translation.

A comparative analysis of the cognitive metaphor in the ST and its DT and MT revealed similarities
in the understanding of the source domain across the three cultures. Additionally, the analysis
demonstrated the semantic closeness of Kazakh and Russian linguistic expressions, the equivalence of
cognitive interpretation and verbal representation of the authorial cognitive metaphor, and some
semantic distances of the MT from the original text due to the omission of several text fragments. The
comparative analysis of the text of the novel “ Songy Paryz ” and its direct and mediated translation
allowed us to conduct a comprehensive study of the world pictures of Kazakh, Russian, and English
linguistic cultures. In the course of the study, we identified 15 frames and 32 frame elements of the
cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path” in the ST. A comparative analysis of the frame-element
structure of the source domain “footprint” in DT and MT revealed the difficulties of metaphor
transfer, determined the equivalence of linguistic units verbalizing the metaphor in translations
(Shatalov, 2007), and the adequacy of interlingual adaptation of translated texts. It is evident that
metaphors have undergone a process of translation-induced transformation. Furthermore, it is evident
that indirect translation is a complex phenomenon (Li, 2017). In our case, representing metaphor
through mediating language presents an additional challenge. The counting revealed one instance of a
similar conceptual metaphor and its distinct linguistic expression, two instances of remetaphorization,
one instance of metaphorization, four instances of demetaphorization, two instances of zero
equivalence, three instances of a similar conceptual metaphor and its equivalent linguistic expression,
one instance of the use of a different conceptual metaphor, and one instance of words and expressions
with analogous direct meanings but disparate metaphorical meanings in the DT. In the text of MT, we



identified the following findings: two cases of similar conceptual metaphor and its other linguistic
expression, one case of remetaphorization, six cases of zero equivalence, one case of metaphorization,
three cases of demetaphorization, and two cases of neutralization.

The following discrepancies in the cognitive interpretation and verbal representation of the footprint-
life journey cognitive metaphor in translations were identified: 1) Incomplete correspondence of the
frame-element structure of the original text and translations; 2) Incomplete correspondence of the
original frame elements in the mediated translation text is more frequent than in the direct translation;
3) The number of omissions of fragments in the mediated translation exceeds the number of omissions
of fragments in the direct translation. This resulted in a twofold increase in the number of omissions,
which inevitably affected the quality of the translation as a whole. In the direct translation, the
translator frequently resorted to lexical additions and text expansion, which were justified by the
differences in syntax, grammar, and the lack of clear lexical-semantic equivalents between Kazakh
and Russian languages. In contrast, the mediated translation employs the technique of elimination to
enhance the accessibility of the text for the target audience; 5) The translator utilized a range of
metaphorical transformations and methods of linguistic and cognitive translation of metaphors. In
contrast, the analysis of the mediated translation text revealed a smaller number of transformations
and methods, with zero equivalence prevailing. This resulted in a significantly reduced expressiveness
in comparison with the direct translation.

It is noteworthy that the linguistic expression of the ST and the Russian translation are closely
aligned, as the translation of Belger and Kim was directly derived from the original text, whereas the
translation of Fitzpatrick was indirectly derived from the aforementioned Russian translation. It is also
important to note that in the majority of cases, the text of mediated translation is identical to that of
direct translation. The translator employs a range of strategies and methods of metaphorical translation
(Plotnikov, 2018), as well as those used for the entire text. In conclusion, it can be stated that the
source domain “footprint” (i3), represented by the cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path”, is
adequately conveyed in the DT. Despite the insignificant number of eliminations and inconsistencies
in the DT, the translator has achieved compliance with the communicative intention of the source text
author in the translated text and equivalence and adequacy in the adaptation and representation of the
cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path” through the use of translation transformations and linguistic
and cognitive methods of metaphor transfer. The mediated translation does not fully reflect the frame-
element structure of the original cognitive metaphor, thus preventing the author’s communicative
intention from being realized adequately. The text of the mediated translation is significantly
distanced from the original due to numerous omissions of fragments containing the source domain
“footprint”. The inconsistency of the pragmatic function of the mediated translation with the original
has led to a decrease in the stylistic coloring of the translation text (Alzhanova et al., 2023). The
comparative analysis of the cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path” suggests that it is a universal
concept in Kazakh and Russian linguistic cultures, shaped by historical, geographical, socio-
economic, and political factors. The linguistic, cognitive, and cultural worldviews of Kazakh and
Russian linguistic cultures are clearly aligned in this regard. A comparison of the mediated translation
with the original text revealed a discrepancy between the author’s communicative intentions and the
alienation of the Kazakh and English worldviews due to linguistic and stylistic changes made in the
text. Consequently, the national-cultural specificity of the perception of footprints reflecting the life
path in the Kazakh linguoculture is not fully reflected in the mediated translation. The comparative
analysis revealed a mismatch between the frame-element structure of the original and translations,
which affected the equivalence of metaphor translation in the cognitive metaphor adaptation. The
conclusion is clear: the cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path” is not fully reflected in the
mediated translation, and the translation is distant from the original. In contrast, the direct translation
is closer to the source text.

Metaphor translation occupies a central place among Kazakhstani scientists in cognitive linguistics
and remains an actual object of research. This study examines the problem of representation of
Nurpeisov’s cognitive metaphor “footprint is life path” in direct and indirect translation. A
comparative analysis of the text of the novel Songy Paryz and its translations permitted a
comprehensive study of the world pictures of Kazakh, Russian, and English linguistic cultures.
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Further research may be conducted on the authorial cognitive metaphors in Nurpeisov’s novels in
order to gain a deeper understanding of the author’s style and linguistic, cultural, and cognitive world
pictures. Concurrently, the comparative analysis allows us to examine how cognitive metaphors are
represented in the source text in the target text via the intermediary text.
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